Sexism and discrimination that favor men are not entirely a thing of the past in North America. For example, recent research has demonstrated the existence of ambivalent attitudes toward women (Glick & Fiske, 1996; MacDonald & Zanna, 1998) and resistance to women's rights and to policies designed to assist women (Swim, Aikin, Hall, & Hunter, 1995; Tougas, Brown, Beaton, & Joly, 1995) . Hiring discrimination that favors men has persisted (Olian, Schwab, & Haberfeld, 1988) , although it may occur primarily in job contexts that are construed as masculine (Heilman, 1995; Swim, Borgida, Maruyama, & Myers, 1989) . Social psychologists typically attribute persistent sexism and discrimination to gender stereotyping (for reviews, see Cross & Markus, 1993; Deaux & LaFrance, 1998; Geis, 1993) . Stereotyping is usually thought to involve the association of personality traits with social groups, although stereotypes also may include roles, physical attributes, and occupations associated with men and women (Deaux & Lewis, 1984) . Gender stereotyping is thought to be responsible for workplace discrimination due to the apparent match between the agentic qualities associated with men and success in most (nondomestic) work environments (Eagly & Mladinic, 1994; Heilman, 1983) .
We propose a complementary analysis of contemporary sexism and hiring discrimination. We suggest that higher respect for men than women is an important element of contemporary sexism, that it can be differentiated from gender stereotypes, and that it is sometimes largely responsible for hiring discrimination. We use the term "respect" to refer to a type of attitude characterized by feelings of esteem for another that manifest in both highly valuing the person's feelings, thoughts, and behaviors and a willingness to be influenced by that person. Respect, particularly differential respect for men and women, may have its origins in the social structure. In most contemporary cultures, men continue to hold higher social status than women (Peoples & Bailey, 1997) . Relatedly, men generally still have more power than women in society (e.g., in politics and economics), in the workplace, and in interpersonal relationships (Deaux & LaFrance, 1998) . Because many positions occupied primarily by men are high in status, people are likely to more frequently act deferentially to men than to women (see Carli, 1999) . In this social context, differential respect for men and women could frequently become conditioned or could develop via a self-perception process (Bem, 1967) . Differential respect for men and women may be a form of contemporary sexism not because it is new but because it may persist while more recognizable forms of sexism decline.
This focus on respect differs from the stereotyping view in that the emphasis is on people's general attitudes toward men and women rather than the specific stereotypes associated with them. Intergroup attitudes are typically conceptualized as composed of multiple components or domains of experience (e.g., Esses, Haddock, & Zanna, 1993) . Because respect is conceptualized as an attitude, it is reasonable to assume that it has multiple components. For example, respect may be experienced as affective (e.g., feelings of high esteem), inferred from past behavior (e.g., behavior involving deference), and maintained with cognition (e.g., beliefs that some people or traits are particularly worthy of respect). We suspect that respect for men and women often may be experienced as largely affective in nature, although past behavior involving deference to men probably contributes to this experience. Consistent with this thinking, Fiske and Pavelchak (1986) have suggested that intergroup attitudes can reflect schema-triggered affect-an evaluative gut reaction to a group that occurs independently of an evaluation of the stereotypes associated with the group.
In contrast, stereotypes are typically conceptualized as part of the cognitive component of attitudes (e.g., Esses et al., 1993) . Although gender stereotypes may be part of the cognitive component of respect, respect also may be derived from affect or past experience. Nevertheless, some theorists have linked respect primarily to masculine stereotypic traits, for example, by suggesting that we tend to respect people whom we view as intelligent and competent (Fiske & Stevens, 1993; Hamilton & Fallot, 1974; Lydon, Jamieson, & Zanna, 1988 ; see also MacDonald & Zanna, 1998) . Respect is likely better defined more broadly, however. Defining respect as an attitude with multiple components is more consistent with current attitude theory than is equating it with stereotypes. It also is consistent with research showing that intergroup attitudes often are based largely on affect (Esses et al., 1993; Stangor, Sullivan, & Ford, 1991) .
If differential respect for men and women exists and is distinct from gender stereotypes, it may at times contribute to discrimination above any effects of stereotyping. Indeed, the evidence supporting stereotypes as the mechanism responsible for discrimination is mixed. On one hand, people do associate more masculine than feminine stereotypic traits with work success (Van Vianen & Willemsen, 1992) , particularly for male -dominated occupations (Cejka & Eagly, 1999) . In addition, men tend to be favored over women primarily for jobs construed by researchers as masculine (e.g., Heilman, 1995) . On the other hand, research that has attempted to identify the mechanism responsible for discrimination has shown that stereotyping of job applicants does not primarily account for it (Glick, Zion, & Nelson, 1988) . Glick et al. (1988) suggested that perhaps stereotypes of occupations contribute to discrimination (see also Glick, 1991) . Factors other than stereotypes of either people or jobs also may lead to discrimination. For example, discrimination for male-dominated, highstatus jobs may result from people's comfort matching men and women to high-status jobs. Findings that discrimination tends to occur in masculine job contexts are compatible with this position. Jobs labeled by researchers as masculine are often male dominated and high in status. Discrimination for these jobs thus may involve comfort matching men and women to high-status roles per se rather than a more dispassionate matching of stereotype content to the gender type of a job.
People's comfort matching applicants to a job may arise, at least in part, from respect felt toward the applicants. Respect for job applicants is likely to be particularly relevant to hiring recommendations because respect is clearly linked to job success. For example, it is critical to the employment success of new academics to earn the respect of members of hiring committees as well as potential students. It is less clear that the masculine stereotype would be uniquely related to judgments of suitability to this job. Many characteristics in the feminine stereotype also seem suited. For example, academics are likely better at their jobs to the extent that they have good interpersonal skills. A similar argument could be made about many occupational roles. Indeed, Heilman, Block, Martell, and Simon (1989) found that male managers described successful managers as having not only positive masculine traits (e.g., self-confidence) but also positive feminine traits (e.g., helpful). If the stereotypes of both women and men contain characteristics that are associated with job success, it is not clear why stereotyping is responsible for gender discrimination.
Respect may be more clearly linked to discrimination because its relevance to job success is more obvious.
STUDY 1
The goal of the first study was to test the proposal that higher respect for men than women exists and can account for gender discrimination. Participants considered four applicants (two men, two women) for a job and made respect, hiring, and stereotype ratings for each job applicant. We also explored the possibility that gender bias would be most notable for a high-status job. This seemed plausible because respect may be particularly relevant to high-status jobs, making the respect associated with applicants particularly critical and hence accessible. In addition, to increase the likelihood that people would use heuristic information associated with gender (differential respect, gender stereotypes) to guide their evaluation of the applicants, a cognitive load manipulation was employed during the time that participants processed information about each job applicant.
We hypothesized that hiring discrimination and bias on respect favoring men would occur and that discrimination would be accounted for by people's tendency to feel more respect for men than for women. In contrast to the common stereotyping perspective, we did not expect stereotyping to mediate discrimination. Rather, we hypothesized that the positive characteristics inherent in both the masculine and feminine stereotypes would relate positively to hiring ratings and that the negative characteristics inherent in both the masculine and feminine stereotypes would relate negatively to hiring ratings.
It also seemed possible that biases on respect and hiring would be exacerbated by conditions that typically evoke or strengthen category-based processing. Hence, the high-status job could make respect particularly accessible because respect is particularly relevant to a high-status job and the cognitive load might increase people's probability of reliance on category-based processes. Thus, we expected that hiring discrimination and bias on respect would be most notable in the high-status job and/or load condition.
Method PARTICIPANTS AND DESIGN
The study included 116 introductory psychology students (59 men, 57 women; M age = 19.7) from the University of Western Ontario, Canada, who participated in exchange for course credit. The design was a 2 (target applicant gender: male vs. female) × 2 (job status: high vs. low) × 2 (cognitive load: load vs. no load) × 2 (participant gender: male vs. female) × 2 (experimenter: male vs. female) mixed factorial. Target applicant gender was the only within-participant variable. Pilot testing indicated that perceptions of the two experimenters did not differ in important ways (e.g., perceived competence).
PROCEDURE
The job status and cognitive load condition in which each student participated was determined randomly, with the restriction that approximately equal numbers of men and women were run in each condition by each of the two experimenters. For each participant, a cover sheet containing a photograph of a man or a woman with a gender-appropriate name was randomly paired with each of four job application forms.
After arriving at the laboratory, participants (all of whom participated individually) were told that the research tested people's ability to perform two tasks at the same time. Following a practice trial of the procedure, participants completed the following tasks. First, a job description for either a high-or low-status job was displayed on the computer screen. Next, the participants were instructed by the computer to pick up one of the application packages, with the order of the application packages selected randomly by the computer program. The participants examined the cover sheet containing the applicant's photograph and name for 10 seconds. Next, 30 seconds were allowed for reading the attached job application form. A digit-repetition task began as the participants began to read the application. In the load condition, participants repeated a series of six-digit numbers played on a tape recording. In the no-load condition, participants repeated single digits. When the 30 seconds allotted to reading the application form were over, three items appeared on the computer screen for 10 seconds each: "Think about whether you would hire this person for the job," "Think about whether you respect this person," and "Think about what personality traits this person has." This was done so that participants would formulate their views about the applicants based on their impressions formed during the cognitive load phase. Following these prompts, the digit-repetition task stopped. The dependent measures were then completed on the computer. The hiring items always appeared first, and the order of the respect and stereotype items was counterbalanced across participants. This sequence was repeated until the four application packages were rated. Finally, perceptions of the status of the job were rated and participants were carefully debriefed. Ratings for each dependent variable (respect, hiring, and stereotypes) were averaged across the two male applicants and across the two female applicants. All results are based on these average ratings.
dominated. This was desirable to rule out the possibility that people may discriminate because their prototype of a person in a given job is male or female. The status of this job was manipulated via the occupational label, educational requirement, and salary (see Bourhis, 1994) . The job description for the low-status job (research assistant) read as follows:
The Consumer Research Corporation is seeking a person to fill the position of Research Assistant for a research project on advertising efficacy being conducted beginning May 1996. A high school diploma and 2 years of postsecondary education of any type are required. Both leadership skills and the ability to work cooperatively in groups are necessary. The job is full-time and pays $15,000 per year.
The job description for the high-status job (research coordinator) read as follows:
The Consumer Research Corporation is seeking a person to fill the position of Research Coordinator for a research project on advertising efficacy being conducted beginning May 1996. A high school diploma and at least 2 years of university education are required. Both leadership skills and the ability to work cooperatively in groups are necessary. The job is full-time and pays $35,000 per year.
Cover sheets. Photographs of the ostensible applicants were used to manipulate applicant gender. Two photographs (facial shots) of young men and two of young women were selected for use in this study based on similar and average ratings on intelligence, attractiveness, and competence determined in pilot testing. Each photograph was paired with each of two different, gender-appropriate names (Anne Taylor or Lori Miller; Paul Carter or Mark Bailey) so that two sets of cover sheets existed, with the match of name and photograph varied.
Job applications. Four job applications that were rated in pilot testing as being equal in overall quality and in the applicant's ability to supervise others were used. Each application form was ostensibly from a 2nd-year university student and included information about the applicant's work history, education, and skills and/or volunteer experience. Application forms and applicant identity were fully counterbalanced.
Hiring ratings. Each applicant was rated on six hiring items (e.g., "This applicant is suited for the job"), three of which were reverse keyed, using a 7-point response format, with anchors of 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). Coefficient alphas for each of the four applicants ranged from .93 to .95.
Respect ratings. An 11-item scale (with 3 reverse-scored items) was created to measure the construct of respect (e.g., "I respect this applicant"). Items were rated using a 7-point response format, with anchors of 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). Coefficient alphas for each of the four applicants ranged from .92 to .94.
Stereotype ratings. Each applicant was rated on a 16-item version of Spence, Helmreich, and Holahan's (1979) Extended Personal Attributes Questionnaire adapted for the present research. The scale included positive feminine stereotypic characteristics (e.g., kind), negative feminine stereotypic characteristics (e.g., indecisive), positive masculine stereotypic characteristics (e.g., assertive), and negative masculine stereotypic characteristics (e.g., arrogant). Participants rated the extent to which each characteristic described each applicant using a 7-point response format, with anchors of 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). Coefficient alpha ranges for each of the four applicants were as follows: positive masculinity, .79 to .83; negative masculinity, .75 to .78; positive femininity, .71 to .84; and negative femininity, .76 to .77.
Status manipulation check.
A manipulation check for the job status manipulation used the following items: "The job description I read was for a high-status job" and "The job description I read was for a low-status job" (reverse scored), which were rated with a 7-point response format including anchors of 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree).
Results

MANIPULATION CHECKS
Job status. Ratings on the two job status items were averaged, with higher scores indicating perceptions of higher status. Ratings on this variable were then compared in a 2 (job status) × 2 (cognitive load) × 2 (participant gender) × 2 (experimenter) ANOVA. The only significant effect was for job status. As expected, participants in the high-status condition rated the job as higher in status (M = 4.52, SD = 0.85) than did participants in the low-status condition (M = 3.46, SD = 1.44), F(1, 100) = 21.62, p < .001, although status ratings of both jobs were moderate.
Cognitive load. The number of errors made on the digit-repetition task provides an index of impairment to information processing and corresponds to impairment on primary tasks (Baddeley, 1986) . Thus, more errors in the load versus no-load condition would indicate an effective load. Number of errors made in digit repetition were analyzed in a 2 (job status) × 2 (cognitive load) × 2 (participant gender) × 2 (experimenter) ANOVA. The only significant effect was for cognitive load. As expected, participants in the load condition made 
HYPOTHESIS TESTS
Relations among key variables. Pearson correlations among all key variables computed separately for male and female applicants are provided in the top panel of Table 1 . As expected, respect ratings were significantly positively correlated with hiring ratings for both male and female applicants, supporting the relevance of respect to hiring decisions. In addition, both positive masculinity and positive femininity correlated positively with hiring ratings for male and female applicants. This suggests that, consistent with our reasoning, positive traits, whether masculine or feminine, may be viewed as suited to work success. Notice also that respect correlated positively with both positive masculinity and positive femininity and negatively with both negative masculinity and negative femininity for male and female applicants. This suggests that respect is no more clearly tied to masculinity than it is to femininity. Moreover, relations between respect and stereotypes were of only modest size. Thus, although there is some relation between respect and stereotypes, respect is clearly neither uniquely related to masculinity nor redundant with stereotypes in general.
Gender biases. Our primary hypotheses were that hiring discrimination and bias on respect favoring men would occur and that hiring discrimination would be mediated by people's tendency to feel more respect for men than for women. Both expectations could be tested using Baron and Kenny's (1986) method for assessing mediation. According to Baron and Kenny, mediation is indicated when three conditions exist. First, the independent variable(s) that affect a dependent variable also affect the mediator. In our case, the conditions that evoke hiring discrimination also must create bias on respect (and possibly stereotypes). To test this possibility, hiring, respect, and stereotype ratings for male and female job applicants were examined using separate 2 (applicant gender) × 2 (job status) × 2 (cognitive load) × 2 (participant gender) × 2 (experimenter) repeated measures ANOVAS, with repeated measures on applicant gender. The four stereotype subscales were analyzed separately.
Hiring discrimination did occur. In the analysis on hiring ratings, one significant effect emerged: an Applicant Gender × Job Status interaction, F(1, 100) = 4.05, p < .05. Post hoc comparisons (using Tukey's HSD test) indicated that hiring ratings for male applicants were significantly higher than were hiring ratings for female applicants in the low-status condition, p < .05. The corresponding comparison in the high-status condition was not significant. Parallel Applicant Gender × Job Status interactions emerged on both respect, F(1, 100) = 5.65, p < .05, and positive masculinity, F(1, 100) = 5.64, p < .05. Respect and positive masculinity ratings were higher for male than female applicants in the low-status condition, ps < .05, but did not differ in the high-status condition. Figure 1 illustrates the parallel pattern of bias on hiring, respect, and positive masculinity ratings. Overall, the first condition of mediation was supported for respect and positive masculinity because the same factor that evoked hiring discrimination also created biases on these variables. The first condition of mediation was not supported for the other stereotype subscales, and thus,
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the remaining tests of mediation are reported only for respect and positive masculinity. The second condition of mediation is that the mediator must predict the dependent variable. Both respect and positive masculinity did correlate with hiring significantly positively for both male and female applicants (see the top panel of Table 1 ), supporting this condition of mediation. The third condition of mediation is that when controlling for the mediator, the effects of the independent variables on the dependent variable are reduced to nonsignificance. To test this possibility, the ANOVA on hiring scores was recomputed twice with respect or positive masculinity scores for male and female applicants as covariates. With either respect or positive masculinity controlled, the Applicant Gender × Job Status interaction on hiring was no longer significant, Fs < 1. Thus, all three conditions of mediation were supported for both respect and positive masculinity. This suggests that differential respect for male and female applicants, and stereotyping on positive masculinity, contributed to discrimination on hiring ratings.
Because the mediational analyses indicated that both respect and stereotypes (primarily positive masculinity) were relevant to hiring discrimination, the relative ability of each to predict hiring ratings was next compared. To make this comparison, multiple regression equations were computed separately for male and female applicants with hiring ratings as the criterion and the stereotype subscales and respect as the predictors. Because the predictor variables were correlated with each other (see Table 1 entered into a regression simultaneously. Thus, the regressions were computed using hierarchical entry, treating the four stereotype scales as one block and the respect scale as a separate block. In this way, although the unique effects of individual stereotypes might be obscured, the total variance accounted for by the entire block of stereotypes could be assessed. Order of entry of the blocks was varied such that both the ability of respect to contribute above the effects of stereotypes and the reverse could be assessed. As indicated in the top portion of Table 2 , for both male and female applicants, respect accounted for a significant portion of variance whether entered before or after stereotypes. Stereotypes, however, did not account for a significant portion of variance when entered as the second block. Moreover, an identical pattern of results emerged when using only positive masculinity and respect in a parallel set of regressions. These analyses indicate that although both stereotypes and respect were related to hiring ratings, respect contributed to hiring above and beyond its relation with stereotypes, whereas stereotypes did not contribute uniquely.
The role of cognitive load. Recall that we anticipated that bias on respect and hiring might be most pronounced in the load condition because cognitive loads can exacerbate reliance on category-based processes. Indeed, the Applicant Gender × Cognitive Load interaction on respect was marginally significant, F(1, 100) = 3.44, p = .06. In the load condition, respect ratings for male applicants (M = 5.14, SD = 0.70) were significantly higher than were respect ratings for female applicants (M = 4.91, SD = 0.69), t(57) = 2.3, p < .05. The same comparison in the no-load condition was not significant (male applicants: M = 4.94, SD = 0.77; female applicants: M = 4.99, SD = 0.83), t(57) = -.50, ns. The cognitive load manipulation had no significant effects on hiring ratings. Thus, the load exacerbated bias on respect but not hiring.
Discussion
The hypotheses that hiring discrimination and bias on respect would occur, and that hiring discrimination would be accounted for by bias on respect, were supported. Positive masculinity also mediated discrimination; however, only respect contributed uniquely to the prediction of hiring ratings. The ability of respect to account for discrimination is important given the pervasiveness of the assumption that gender stereotyping is the primary mechanism responsible for continued discrimination and gender bias. It suggests that a subtle form of sexist attitude, differential respect for men and women, can underlie discrimination.
Curiously, it was the low-status, not the high-status, job that evoked biased ratings. It seems possible that participants did not construe this job as truly low in status, however, because being 1st-year students, the participants were themselves not qualified to be research assistants. Indeed, the average status rating for the research assistant job was moderate (3.46 on a 7-point scale). Thus, the biases on hiring, respect, and positive masculinity that occurred may not have been in response to the job's status per se. For example, perhaps participants were more likely to rely on category-based processes for the research assistant job because of its familiarity. Familiarity with the job could facilitate the fitting of category information such as respect and gender to perceived job requirements (see Fiske, Neuberg, Beattie, & Milberg, 1987) .
In addition, it is noteworthy that the cognitive load manipulation evoked differential respect because previous research using a load to evoke reliance on category-based processing has typically focused on stereotyping (e.g., Gilbert & Hixon, 1991; Macrae, Hewstone, & Griffiths, 1993) . Thus, similar to stereotyping, use of an attitude-respect-in forming impressions of people seems to simplify the impression-formation task.
A second study was conducted that could help clarify issues raised in Study 1. Improving our status manipulation could establish the relation between job status and gender bias more clearly. Also, whether a cognitive load can exacerbate not only bias on respect but also hiring discrimination needed to be clarified. Finally, we tested the reasoning that respect can be uniquely relevant to discrimination, relative to other forms of evaluation, such as liking.
STUDY 2
A second study was performed using the same paradigm as in Study 1 but with methodological improvements. First, we attempted to more clearly differentiate between the high-and low-status jobs by using a truly low-status job. Second, we more clearly differentiated the load and no-load conditions by eliminating the no-load, digit-repetition task. Third, to ascertain the specificity of the role of respect in accounting for discrimination, relative to other evaluative constructs, a measure of liking for the applicants was included. We hypothesized that hiring discrimination and bias on respect would occur and that respect, but not liking, would account for hiring discrimination. As in Study 1, we reasoned that these biases might be exacerbated by a high-status job and/or a cognitive load.
Method PARTICIPANTS AND DESIGN
The study included 130 introductory psychology students (66 men, 64 women; M age = 20.2) from the University of Western Ontario, Canada, who participated in 
PROCEDURE AND MATERIALS
The procedure and materials were identical to those of Study 1, with the following exceptions:
Job status manipulation. Pilot testing indicated that real-estate work was not viewed as gender typed. Thus, the high-status job was Regional Director of a real-estate company. The job description read as follows:
A full-time Regional Director is required for an expanding real-estate company opening two offices in the city's core area. Responsibilities involve managing finances and personnel in the two offices as well as liaison with the company's head office. Experience with real estate is not required because extensive on-the-job training will be provided. The successful applicant must have at least 1 year of university education and strong potential for a position as a regional director. Willingness to commit to a challenging career opportunity is a must. The starting salary will be between $35,000 and $45,000 annually, depending on the applicant's qualifications.
The low-status job we selected was Short-Order Cook. Glick (1991) found this job to be rated low in prestige and not gender typed. This job description read as follows:
A full-time Short-Order Cook is required for a busy restaurant in the city's core area. Responsibilities involve food preparation and kitchen cleaning. No restaurant experience is required. Applicants must be willing to work evenings and some weekends. The starting wage will be between $6.85 and $7.85/hr., depending on the applicant's qualifications.
Cognitive load manipulation. Participants were told that they were randomly assigned to either a one-task or two-task condition. In the two-task (load) condition, participants listened to and repeated six-digit numbers, as in Study 1. In the one-task (no-load) condition, no digit-repetition task was used. Participants simply completed the job application evaluation task.
Liking. Three items assessed liking for the applicants: "I like this applicant," "I would like to know this applicant," and "I would like to be this applicant's friend." Items were rated using a 7-point response format, with anchors of 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). Coefficient alphas for each of the four applicants ranged from .80 to .87. Distraction measure. Because the cognitive load manipulation used digit repetitions only in the load condition, a direct manipulation check comparing digit-repetition errors in the load and no-load conditions was not possible. Thus, a 5-item scale (with 2 reverse-keyed items) assessing self-perceptions of distraction was administered following the application evaluation sequence (e.g., "While I read the application forms, I was distracted"). Items were rated using a 7-point response format, with anchors of 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree). Coefficient alpha was .83.
Results
MANIPULATION CHECKS
Job status. Ratings on the two items measuring perceptions of the status of the job were averaged and the resulting variable was analyzed in a 2 (job status) × 2 (cognitive load) × 2 (participant gender) × 2 (experimenter) ANOVA. As expected, participants in the high-status condition indicated that the job was of higher status (M = 4.80, SD = 1.35) than did participants in the low-status condition (M = 2.65, SD = 1.06), F(1, 114) = 101.72, p < .001. 
HYPOTHESIS TESTS
Relations among key variables. Pearson correlations among all key variables computed for male and female applicants separately are provided in the lower panel of Table 1 . As expected, respect was significantly positively correlated with hiring ratings for both male and female applicants. Correlations between the stereotype scales and hiring were more consistent with our position than with the stereotyping perspective because positive femininity correlated positively with hiring ratings (as did positive masculinity). Also as expected, respect correlated positively with both positive femininity and positive masculinity and negatively with both negative femininity and negative masculinity. Moreover, relations between respect and stereotypes were small to moderate. Thus, consistent with our conceptualization of respect as distinct from gender stereotypes, respect was neither uniquely related to masculinity nor redundant with stereotypes in general.
Gender biases. We again tested our hypotheses by looking for evidence of hiring discrimination and then examining the mediators of this effect. First, hiring, respect, stereotype, and liking ratings for male and female job Jackson et al. / CONTEMPORARY SEXISM 55 applicants were analyzed in separate 2 (applicant gender) × 2 (job status) × 2 (cognitive load) × 2 (participant gender) × 2 (experimenter) repeated-measures ANOVAS, with repeated measures on applicant gender. Hiring discrimination favoring male applicants again occurred. A significant Applicant Gender × Job Status × Participant Gender × Experimenter interaction on hiring ratings emerged, F(1, 114) = 4.74, p < .05. To probe this four-way interaction, separate 2 (applicant gender) × 2 (job status) repeated-measures ANOVAS were performed at each level of participant gender by experimenter. As shown in Figure 2 , the hypothesized Applicant Gender × Job Status interaction emerged among male participants run by the male experimenter, F(1, 30) = 10.66, p < .01. Post hoc comparisons indicated that, as expected, in the high-status condition, male applicants were favored over female applicants, p < .05. The corresponding comparison in the low-status condition was not significant.
4
Because discrimination occurred, the first condition of mediation would be supported with parallel interactions on respect, stereotypes, or liking. On respect, a significant main effect of applicant gender indicated that, overall, participants made higher respect ratings for male applicants (M = 5.01, SD = 0.65) than for female applicants (M = 4.86, SD = 0.79), F(1, 114) = 6.49, p < .05. More important, a four-way interaction that paralleled that on hiring did emerge on respect, F(1, 114) = 6.62, p < .05. Moreover, this interaction was due to the hypothesized Applicant Gender × Job Status interaction among male participants run by the male experimenter, F(1, 30) = 7.90, p < .01 (see Figure 2) . Among these participants, respect ratings were higher for the male than female applicants in the high-status condition, p < .01. The corresponding comparison in the low-status condition was not significant. 5 The four-way Applicant Gender × Job Status × Participant Gender × Experimenter interaction was not significant for liking or for any of the stereotype subscales, all Fs < 1, indicating that the first condition of mediation was not supported for these variables. Overall, biases on hiring and respect were parallel-elicited by the high-status job among male participants run by the male experimenter-suggesting that the first condition of mediation was supported for respect.
6
The second condition of mediation also was supported for respect because respect was significantly positively correlated with hiring ratings for both male and female applicants (see the bottom panel of Table 1 ). To test the third condition of mediation, the ANOVA on hiring was recomputed with respect scores for male and female applicants as covariates. When controlling for respect, the Applicant Gender × Job Status × Participant Gender × Experimenter interaction was no longer significant, F < 1, indicating that respect was responsible for hiring discrimination. The inability of liking and stereotypes to account for discrimination is particularly evident when considering the parallel ANCOVAs on hiring scores with liking or one of the four stereotype subscales used separately as a covariate. In each case, the effect on hiring always remained significant (controlling for liking, F(113) = 4.42, p < .05; positive masculinity, F(1, 113) = 7.37, p < .01; negative masculinity, F(1, 113) = 4.42, p < .05; positive femininity, F(1, 113) = 4.71, p < .05; and negative femininity, F(1, 113) = 4.36, p < .05).
Although it is clear that only respect mediated discrimination, stereotypes and liking were correlated with hiring ratings. Thus, the relative ability of these variables to predict hiring ratings was next compared using hierarchical multiple regression equations (separately for male and female applicants). In each case, hiring ratings were the criterion. In the first set of regressions, stereotypes and respect were entered as predictors, in separate blocks. As indicated in the central panel of Table 2 , for both male and female applicants, respect accounted for a significant portion of variance whether entered before or after stereotypes. Stereotypes, however, did not account for a significant portion of variance when entered as the second block. In the second set of regres-
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PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY BULLETIN sions, liking and respect were entered as predictors, in separate blocks. As indicated in the bottom panel of Table 2 , for both male and female applicants, respect accounted for a significant portion of variance whether entered before or after liking. Liking, however, did not account for a significant portion of variance when entered as the second block. Thus, although stereotypes, liking, and respect all were correlated with hiring ratings, only respect contributed uniquely to the prediction of hiring.
The role of cognitive load. Recall that we tested the possibility that the cognitive load manipulation would exacerbate bias on respect or hiring discrimination by including cognitive load condition as a factor in the main ANOVAs on respect and hiring ratings. No significant effects or interactions involving load condition emerged, however, suggesting that the load did not increase the biases.
Discussion
Study 2 found evidence of hiring discrimination and bias on respect favoring men and of a unique role of respect in mediating discrimination. Although gender bias on respect was pervasive (as evidenced by the main effect of applicant gender on respect), these biases were most notable in the high-status condition among male participants run by the male experimenter. Thus, the improved status manipulation used in Study 2 did result in the expected pattern of bias. Of course, the finding that status moderated discrimination and bias on respect only among male participants run by the male experimenter was not expected. Nonetheless, it is not surprising that biased ratings that most clearly benefit men occurred among men who were in the presence of a male authority figure. Perhaps this condition most closely resembled a closed men's club, in which factors that might motivate unbiased evaluations (e.g., the presence of a woman in a position of authority) were absent.
Of importance, in Study 2, only respect mediated hiring discrimination. No evidence that stereotypes mediated discrimination emerged. Indeed, stereotyping did not even occur because participants did not rate the male and female applicants differently on the stereotype scales. Apparently, differential respect for men and women can lead to discrimination in the absence of gender stereotyping. Moreover, respect did not mediate discrimination simply because of its evaluative nature. Liking, which is also evaluative, did not mediate discrimination. Together, these findings provide quite strong evidence in support of the contention that differential respect for men and women is a distinct type of gender bias that can contribute to hiring discrimination.
Study 2 did not replicate the finding from Study 1 that a cognitive load exacerbated bias on respect because biased respect ratings occurred regardless of load condition. Thus, although a load may sometimes exacerbate bias on respect, it is not necessary to create it. In real hiring situations, it is likely that any number of factors may generate bias on respect (e.g., high-status or very familiar jobs, lack of motivation to individuate applicants) but that cognitive loads (e.g., a busy, distracting office; time pressures) may sometimes exacerbate this bias.
STUDY 3
The evidence in Studies 1 and 2 linking respect to discrimination was correlational (in the mediational analyses). Thus, we conducted a third study in which we manipulated the respect and gender stereotypes associated with a job applicant to determine if they have a causal effect on hiring ratings. We hypothesized that respect would affect hiring ratings primarily for a high-status job because respect is particularly relevant to success in high-status jobs. We also expected that applicants who were viewed as having positive traits (masculine and/or feminine) would receive higher hiring ratings than would those who were not viewed as having these positive characteristics. We did not expect these stereotypes to have different effects for a high-versus a low-status job because positive characteristics are generally suitable for all jobs. Thus, Study 3 tested directly our expectation that respect and positive masculinity can have different implications, with bias on respect in particular being critical primarily for high-status roles that demand respect.
Method PARTICIPANTS AND DESIGN
The study included 204 introductory psychology students (88 men, 116 women; M age = 20.0) from the University of Western Ontario, Canada, who participated in exchange for course credit. The design was a 2 (respected vs. neutral) × 2 (positively masculine vs. neutral) × 2 (positively feminine vs. neutral) × 2 (high vs. low job status) factorial design. All manipulated variables were between-participant.
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PROCEDURE AND MATERIALS
Participants read a description of a high-or low-status job and reviewed an application form and a letter of recommendation from one purported job applicant. The application form was consistent across conditions and was included to provide some realism. The applicant was depicted as having a bachelor's degree in science with elective courses in research methods and sociology, work experience as an office clerk and tour guide, and good people skills. The letter of recommendation contained the manipulations of respect, positive masculinity, and positive femininity. After reading the job description Jackson et al. / CONTEMPORARY SEXISM 57 and application materials, participants completed the same hiring scale used in Studies 1 and 2.
Manipulation of job status. To manipulate status without introducing potential confounds associated with using different jobs, we provided participants with an identical job description and then stated simply that the job was of high or low status and had a high or low salary. Specifically, the job description read as follows:
The job that you are being asked to consider is a research position at the university. It is quite a high-(low-) status position at the university. Because of this, the salary is also very high (above $50,000 annually) [low (below $20,000 annually)]. The requirements for the job are evidence of some university education, successful past employment, and potential for success in the position.
Participants also were told that the applicant they would evaluate had the required educational and employment experience.
Manipulation of respect and stereotypes.
The manipulations of respect and positive gender stereotypes were contained in the letter of recommendation. Gender of the applicant was not noted. Rather, participants were told that to maintain the anonymity of the applicant, an X replaced all identifying information. The letter was ostensibly written by the applicant's former supervisor at a museum, where the applicant previously had worked as a tour guide. In all cases, the letter indicated support for the applicant. In addition, in the respect conditions, the letter indicated that the applicant was admired, respected, and highly regarded. It also was noted that the department valued the applicant's contributions. In the positive masculinity conditions, the applicant was described as self-confident, assertive, determined, and independent. In the positive femininity conditions, the applicant was described as helpful, loyal, kind, and understanding. Letters in the neutral conditions simply omitted the relevant descriptors and instead described the applicant's work. Aside from the manipulations, the letters were identical across conditions.
Results
Hiring ratings were analyzed in a 2 (respect) × 2 (masculinity) × 2 (femininity) × 2 (job status) ANOVA. The hypothesized Respect × Job Status interaction was significant, F(1, 186) = 4.64, p < .05. A priori mean comparisons indicated that in the high-status job condition, applicants who were described as respected received higher hiring ratings (M = 5.22, SD = 1.05) than did applicants who were not described as respected (M = 4.69, SD = 1.27), t(99) = 2.26, p < .05. The corresponding comparison in the low-status job condition was not significant (respect condition: M = 5.33, SD = 1.16; no respect condition: M = 5.50, SD = 1.03), t < 1. In addition, a significant main effect of masculinity indicated that applicants described as positively masculine received higher hiring ratings (M = 5.35, SD = 1.01) than did applicants who were not described as positively masculine (M = 5.03, SD = 1.28), F(1, 186) = 4.56, p < .05. Finally, a main effect of job status emerged in which applicants were viewed as more suited to the low-status job (M = 5.42, SD = 1.09) than to the high-status job (M = 4.95, SD = 1.19), F(1, 186) = 10.62, p < .01. Neither the main effect of respect nor the main effect of femininity was significant.
Discussion
These findings indicate that respect can have a causal impact on hiring judgments for a high-status job. Being respected is apparently viewed as important to judgments related to a person's suitability to a high-status job. Indeed, although all applicants were viewed as reasonably well suited to the low-status job, only those applicants who were respected were viewed as well suited to the high-status job. The finding that respect, but not positive masculinity, interacted with status provided further support for our contention that masculinity and respect are not redundant. In addition to being conceptually and empirically distinct, they also have somewhat different implications for discrimination. Considerations involving respect may be most critical when jobs are of high status, whereas positive masculine traits may be viewed as reasonably well suited to some high-and low-status occupational roles. Finally, the finding that positive masculinity, but not positive femininity, predicted hiring ratings is consistent with the view that the masculine stereotype may be viewed as more suited to many occupational roles than is the feminine stereotype (Eagly & Mladinic, 1994; Heilman, 1983 Heilman, , 1995 Heilman et al., 1989) .
GENERAL DISCUSSION
This research provided consistent evidence for the relevance of differential respect for men and women to contemporary sexism and hiring discrimination. In Studies 1 and 2, bias on hiring and respect emerged and respect was most clearly implicated as the mechanism responsible for hiring discrimination. In Study 3, respect was shown to have a causal impact on hiring judgments for a high-status job, suggesting that the mediations in Studies 1 and 2 may, indeed, have reflected a causal effect of respect.
A key contribution of this research is the distinction between respect and the masculine stereotype. Our conceptualization of respect is based on multicomponent attitude theories (e.g., Esses et al., 1993) and Fiske and Pavelchak's (1986) model of category-based affect. Both indicate that evaluations of groups are not necessarily 58 PERSONALITY AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY BULLETIN dependent on stereotypes but also may be based in affect or past experiences. We suggest that gut feelings of strong respect for men may become conditioned from chronic deferential behavior in a social context in which men typically occupy positions of power. Although the sources of respect are yet to be demonstrated, our distinction between respect and the masculine stereotype was supported because respect was not uniquely or strongly linked to the masculine stereotype. In both Studies 1 and 2, respect correlated with the positive and negative feminine stereotypes to the same degree as it did with the positive and negative masculine stereotypes. Also, these correlations were modest in size, suggesting that respect and stereotypes share only a small portion of their variance. The possibility that respect and stereotypes are distinct may explain how higher respect for men than women can exist even though people may like the stereotype of women more than the stereotype of men (Eagly & Mladinic, 1989; Eagly, Mladinic, & Otto, 1991 ). People's initial gut reactions to others may involve respect and thus sometimes favor men. In contrast, gender stereotyping could sometimes lead to greater liking for women based on people's appreciation of the feminine stereotype.
Respect and gender stereotypes also were functionally distinct in that only respect consistently accounted for hiring discrimination. In Studies 1 and 2, both respect and positive stereotypes correlated positively with hiring ratings, suggesting that people tended to view both as relevant to work success. However, discrimination on hiring ratings was due primarily to the effects of bias on respect. The stronger tendency of respect to mediate hiring discrimination (relative to gender stereotypes) probably occurred because gender bias on respect ratings emerged more consistently than did gender stereotyping. For example, in Study 2, participants did not differentially associate the masculine and feminine stereotypes with male and female applicants; therefore, it is not surprising that stereotypes did not mediate discrimination. The fact that hiring discrimination did occur despite a lack of gender stereotyping indicates that stereotyping is not a necessary condition of discrimination. Even if applicants are not stereotyped, differential respect may influence hiring decisions. When stereotyping occurs, it likely also contributes to discrimination. Indeed, Study 3 indicated that stereotyping on positive masculinity can have a causal effect on hiring ratings.
The finding that respect accounted for discrimination more consistently than did stereotypes is actually not in contradiction to previous data. Although theorists often assume that stereotyping mediates discrimination, this has rarely been tested. In fact, Glick et al. (1988) speculated that the lack of research identifying mechanisms of gender discrimination may be due to the apparent obviousness of a stereotype-discrimination link. Perhaps because both gender stereotyping and gender discrimination have been repeatedly demonstrated, it has been assumed that they are consistently related. The present data suggest that stereotyping is clearly not the only mechanism responsible for discrimination.
Our findings are quite noteworthy given that gender stereotypes are sometimes thought to be both the central, or most basic, part of gender belief systems and the likely cause of discrimination (e.g., Deaux & LaFrance, 1998) . It has recently been noted, however, that the need to clarify the relation between stereotyping and discrimination is pressing (Fiske, 1998) . Indeed, in the extant intergroup literature, there is scant evidence that stereotypes do lead to discrimination (see Dovidio, Brigham, Johnson, & Gaertner, 1996) . Moreover, some research has indicated that affective forms of evaluation may predict responses to social groups better than do stereotypes (e.g., Stangor et al., 1991) . The present findings thus further underscore the importance of identifying the various mechanisms responsible for discrimination.
Distinguishing between respect and stereotypes as mediators of discrimination involves more than a theoretical subtlety. Social change strategies may depend on the mechanism(s) assumed responsible for discrimination. For example, efforts to provide stereotype-inconsistent information on one's application materials may attenuate stereotyping but not reliance on respect. Reducing reliance on respect may require attention among those in positions of power to the situational characteristics that evoke it.
Clarification of the determinants of bias on respect is therefore needed. Although our studies were very consistent in indicating that differential respect for men and women can lead to hiring discrimination, they were less consistent in identifying the factors that cause bias on respect and hiring in the first place. We reasoned that bias on respect and hiring would be most pronounced in a high-status job condition, in which respect is most relevant to the job. We found this pattern in Studies 2 and 3 but not in Study 1. We suspect that this resulted from the fact that the status manipulations were clearer in Studies 2 and 3. Nevertheless, the fact that biased ratings occurred in Study 1 only for a job of moderate status does indicate that other job characteristics (e.g., familiarity) can generate bias and also that high status will not always do so.
In no case did the cognitive load manipulation affect gender stereotyping. This is curious given that similar manipulations have been shown to do so in previous research (e.g., Gilbert & Hixon, 1991; Macrae et al., 1993) . One explanation is that the load was not strong enough to override the degree of individuating informaJackson et al. / CONTEMPORARY SEXISM 59 tion we provided about our targets (their educational and work histories). The cognitive load did create bias on respect in Study 1, however, even when it did not evoke stereotyping. This suggests that respect may be more readily used in evaluating others than are stereotypes. Because bias on respect is quite subtle, it may be more inclined to affect judgments without people's awareness. If this is true, bias on respect may be more pervasive than gender stereotyping. For example, bias on respect may be more readily elicited (e.g., via a cognitive load) and stereotyping may be more readily attenuated (e.g., via target individuation). In general, although the factors that elicited bias on respect and hiring were complex, what is critical to the core purpose of this research is that the biases did emerge. Moreover, the complexity of factors that elicited bias on respect and hiring discrimination is compatible with previous literature indicating that many factors can influence the extent to which people form individuated versus category-based impressions of others (e.g., Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) and with the recent focus on the situationally driven nature of sexist responding (Deaux & LaFrance, 1998) . Gender bias may be a slippery phenomenon but certainly real despite its mercurial nature.
In summary, the present data illustrate that bias on respect exists, is different from gender stereotyping, and can account for discrimination. The distinction between respect and stereotyping as mediators of discrimination raises a simple but important conceptual point-some forms of discrimination are due to evaluative bias and not simply to stereotype content. Theorists are often careful to point out that the cognitive processing underlying stereotyping is, under many circumstances, adaptive in that it organizes complex sets of stimuli. Thus, the strong emphasis in social psychology on stereotyping as the cause of the persistence of sexism and gender discrimination can lead to the mistaken conclusion that discrimination is a result of little more than the overapplication of an otherwise good heuristic strategy. For example, Heilman (1983) has stated that "rational information processing, not some irrational imperative, underlies occupational sex bias" (p. 280). In contrast to this view, the present research provides a reminder that an injurious form of sexism-differential respect for men and women-persists. Moreover, this sexism sometimes leads to discrimination against women, even among young, presumably forward-thinking members of a university environment. NOTES 1. In the ANOVA on respect, a significant main effect of participant gender also emerged that indicated that, overall, female participants gave higher respect ratings to the applicants (M = 5.20, SD = 0.61) than did male participants (M = 4.79, SD = 0.62), F(1, 100) = 12.42, p < .01. Participant gender did not interact with any other variables, however, so this is not of concern. In addition, in the analysis on negative femininity, the Applicant Gender × Job Status interaction was significant, F(1, 100) = 10.08, p < .01. However, this was not due to gender bias in the low-status condition because the comparisons of applicant gender at each status level were not significant. Rather, male applicants were rated slightly more negatively feminine in the high-versus low-status condition (high status: M = 3.34, SD = 0.75; low status: M = 3.00, SD = 0.69).
2. Two unexpected interactions also emerged on the status variable. A significant Job Status × Participant Gender interaction was qualified by a significant Cognitive Load × Job Status × Participant Gender interaction, F(1, 114) = 4.11, p < .05. Post hoc comparisons indicated that under no load, male participants made more extreme status ratings than did females (i.e., lower status ratings for the low-status job and higher status ratings for the high-status job). Nevertheless, in all conditions, the high-status job was rated significantly higher in status than the low-status job. Thus, this interaction was not problematic.
3. One additional effect emerged in this analysis. Female participants indicated being more distracted (M = 3.77, SD = 1.39) than did male participants (M = 3.23, SD = 1.29), F(1, 114) = 8.77, p < .01.
4. There were no significant effects for male participants run by the female experimenter or for female participants run by either experimenter.
5. Among male participants run by the female experimenter, only a significant main effect of applicant gender emerged, F(1, 32) = 5.66, p < .05, indicating the tendency of these participants to make higher respect ratings for male (M = 5.14, SD = 0.69) than female (M = 4.96, SD = 0.66) applicants. There were no significant effects among female participants run by either experimenter.
6. The four-way interactions on hiring and respect qualified some lower order effects. On hiring, a significant main effect of job status indicated that hiring ratings were higher for the high-status job (M = 4.75, SD = 0.80) than for the low-status job (M = 4.41, SD = 0.92), F(1, 114) = 5.12, p < .05. On respect, a main effect of experimenter indicated that participants who were run by the female experimenter made higher respect ratings (M = 5.08, SD = 0.60) than did those who were run by the male experimenter (M = 4.78, SD = 0.66), F(1, 114) = 7.06, p < .01.
7. We did not manipulate applicant gender in this study because the purpose was to determine whether respect and stereotypes can have direct causal effects on hiring ratings. One implication of this is that we cannot know whether applicant gender would have interacted with these manipulations had it been included.
